UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-1288

LUCI TA O MNATTHEWS,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

JOHN H. BROWN, individually and in his offi-
cial capacity as Sheriff of Carroll County;
CHARLES F. FOMER, individually and in his
official capacity as Chief Deputy Sheriff of
Carroll County; JOHAN W STULTZ, individually
and in his official capacity as Deputy Sheriff
of Carroll County and in his former official
capacity as Warden of Carroll County Detention
Center; EARL STEVEN TURVIN, individually and
in his official capacity as a Deputy Sheriff
of Carroll County and in his former official
capacity as Warden of the Carroll County De-
tention Center; MARK L. PEREGOY, individually
and in his official capacity as a Deputy Sher-
iff of Carroll County; THE SHERI FF' S DEPART-
MENT OF CARROLL COUNTY,

Def endants - Appell ees,

MARYLAND COWM SSI ON ON HUVAN RELATI ONS,

Def endant .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Benson E. Legg, District Judge. (CA-95-
305-1)



Subm tted: WMy 11, 2000 Deci ded: My 16, 2000

Bef ore MURNAGHAN, LUTTIG and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Lucita O Matthews, Appellant Pro Se. Kathy Marie Britton-Bracey,
Assistant County Attorney, Towson, Mryland; Richard Tinothy
Col aresi, Bowi e, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Lucita O Matthews appeals the district court’s orders: (1)
granting her notion to reopen the case, granting the Defendants’
notions to dismss, and denying her notion for default judgnent;
and (2) denyi ng her subsequent notion for reconsideration. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinions and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. See Matthews v. WMaryland Commin on Human Rel a-

tions, No. CA-95-305-L (D. Md. Feb. 16 & Mar. 9, 2000). W grant
the Defendants’ notion to strike Matthews’' positive disclosure
statenent because we find it was inproperly filed pursuant to Fed.
R Gv. P. 26.1 and 4th CGr. R 26.1. W also grant the unopposed
notion to dism ss the Maryl and Conm ssion on Human Rel ations as a
party to this lawsuit. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.
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